In this Introduction to a special section on Visualising Surfaces, Surfacing Vision, we argue that to conceive vision in the contemporary world it is necessary to examine its embedding within, expression via and organisation on the surface. First, we review recent social and cultural theories to demonstrate how and why an attention to surfaces is salient today. Second, we consider how vision may be understood in terms of surfaces, discussing the emergence of the term 'surface', and its transhistorical relationship with vision. Third, we introduce the contributions to the special section, which cover written articles and artworks. We make connections between them, including their exploration of reflexivity and recursion, observation, objectivity and agency, ontology and epistemology, relationality, process, and twoand three-dimensionality. Fourth, we consider some implications of an understanding of visualising surfaces/surfacing vision.
3 visualise, that is be a spatio-temporal site through which relations and materialities become visible, or not. One of these processes may be apparent in any example or case, or they may both be evident. Surfacing vision refers to how vision becomes located within or on a particular kind of surface -that is, how vision is relocated from the view from above to a plane, or surface. Such a focus requires an examination of, as well as a questioning of, a straightforward hierarchical binary opposition between surface and vision. What are the implications of positing a 'single' surface for understanding vision? To what extent is a surface mapped, engaged, interacted with, made visible? Does a surface 'belong' to any particular entities, human or non-human? How is vision (part of or constitutive of) an assembled surface? We approach these questions through academic papers and art works, seeing language alone as incapable of articulating their complexity and drawing attention to the multiple practices through which they are being addressed.
Reading the articles alongside the artworks makes connections between seemingly exceptional and quotidian encounters. Yet there are similar questions at stake: for instance, how does vision work to materialise or obscure particular material entities, and what kinds of sensory, embodied and political experiences are created through encounters with the surface? In sum, we suggest that vision is productive of and produced via surfaces. Vision is located 'on' or 'in' surfaces. At the same time, vision draws attention to surfaces in ways which ultimately complicate Crary's concept of a 'single social surface'. 'The surface' is thus potentially manifold and politically contingent.
As well as discussing the various contributions to the special section, this
Introduction sets out what 'a surfacing of vision' refers to, what it might involve, and what some of its implications are. First, we discuss how and why an attention to surfaces is salient today, drawing together recent social and cultural theories where surfaces are both explicitly and implicitly addressed. We emphasise especially the processual and transformational quality of surfaces and hence we highlight how a focus on surfaces is at the same time a focus on (its) surfacing. Second, we consider how vision may be understood in terms of surfaces, discussing the emergence of the term 'surface', and its transhistorical relationship with vision. At this point, third, we introduce the contributions to the special section, discussing how they address the question of visualising surfaces and surfacing vision. We make connections between them, including their attention to reflexivity and recursion, observation, objectivity and agency, relationality, and a re-working of the relationship between two-and three-dimensionality. And we also consider how they put forward distinct theoretical approaches and empirical foci to show the divergences between them; the special section does not propose a unified account of visualising surfaces and surfacing vision so much as reflect on the multiple ways in which these processes take place, and the different agencies and actors they involve. In the last section of the paper,
we draw out what we see to be some of the implications of an attention to visualising surfaces/surfacing vision in relation to social and cultural theory more widely.
I. Reviewing surfaces
According to Christopher Kelen, 'seeing and (re) theorising surfaces between cultural entities (peoples, cultures, languages, and any of their characteristics) is increasingly de rigeur for cultural criticism. A variety of synonyms and metaphorical schemata are available for the purpose ' (2007: 50) . Lisa Adkins and Celia Lury (2009) designate a 'turn to the surface', which they explain in part as 'a need to redefine the relations between ontology and epistemology, and in particular a problematisation of surfacedepth models that is articulated in historical understandings of representation in relation to, for example, hermeneutics, translation, concept formation, involvement of publics, and so on ' (2009: 15) . For Adkins and Lury, a redefinition of the relations between ontology and epistemology as part of a turn to the surface is necessary not only to correct a dualism within theory itself, but also to account for how the social is 'open, processual, non-linear and constantly on the move ' (2009: 18) . This understanding sees the social as in process or becoming. It is in this sense that our focus here is not only on surfaces but also on surfacing; or, better, that surfaces are understood in terms of (a) surfacing.
The relationship between surfaces and surfacing, as well as a rationale for why these are appropriate methods through which to understand the social (for Adkins and Lury) and vision (for us), can be helpfully developed through recourse to Tim Ingold's work. Concentrating on the surface of the earth, Ingold explains the relationship between surfaces and surfacing as processual: 'the ground surface is not preexistent, but undergoes 'continuous generation' (2010: S125), and it is thus 'perceived kinaesthetically, in movement' (2010: S125). He also proposes that the surface of the earth is 'composite […] matted from the interweaving of a miscellany of different materials, each with its own peculiar properties' (2010: S125), and as such, 'far from comprising a featureless and perfectly level plane, the ground appears infinitely variegated ' (2010: S125) . While the surface is a plane, it is also patterned, textured and knotty: a conception that suggests that relations of power exist and are co-ordinated (see also Coleman 2016) . These characteristics of (a) surface lead Ingold to argue that a surface is 'its surfacing' (2010: S126). As kineasthetic, composite, infinitely variated and continually generated, a surface is always in the process of -and is constituted through this continual process -its surfacing: a surface is its becoming. However, by interlacing critical essays and creative pieces, and by broadening the scope from geography to social and cultural theory more generally, we also have two further aims. One is to bring together some of the wide-ranging and interdisciplinary ways in which different surfaces are currently being theorized, performed and practiced. A second is to foreground a particular 'art of inquiry' in which 'the conduct of thought goes along with, and continually answers to, the flux and flows of the materials with which we work. These materials think us, as we think through them' (Ingold, 2013: 6 'natural/cultural/social/technical networks and assemblages', for Ingold it is more phenomenological, whereby the point is not 'to be beguiled by an ontology that consigns the living world to the inertia of its objective representation' (2010: S137, N. 3) and epistemology is developed through the tactile relationship with the ground. In bringing these sometimes disparate approaches together, our intention is to draw attention to both the increasing interest in surfaces across different disciplinary perspectives and practices and how these may draw through and challenge certain historical conceptualisations of surfaces. It is also to highlight how, despite their distinctiveness from each other, certain common themes can be identified. These include a concern with process and movement, and a reformulation of ontology and epistemology, depth and the superficial, movement and changeand the relations or boundaries between them.
II. Surfaces and vision
But what are the implications of surface/surfacing for understanding vision? In scrutinizing the word 'surface' itself, a significant relationship with vision emerges. In which respect this Booke may most fitly be resembled to a glasse, as that which affoordeth unto us both these uses in farre more excellent maner then can be performed by any looking glasse how rare and surpassing soever it be.
For even the best of that kind doth represent unto our eyes only so much of the surface of our own bodies as is directly before it, but as for the hinder parts we take no view of them by a glasse, much lesse is it able to give us a sight of the internall members of our bodies, wherby we may attaine to any (Garrison 2015: viii) , glass-making was a process which Herbert Grabes called the 'technological marvel of the age' (Shuger 1999: 21) .
For the French philosopher Georges Gusdorf, such mirrors 'gave rise to modern reflexive self-consciousness, which, in turn, led to the sudden proliferation of autobiographical genres ' (cited in Shuger 1999: 21) . By contrast, Deborah Shuger argues that the sixteenth-century clear-glass mirror does not record a specular moment of subjectivity (1999: 21). Unlike its everyday modern equivalent, the reflective surface of the sixteenth-century mirror was generally convex. With a bulging outer layer facilitating a greater field of vision, the material fabric of Bowes'
'looking glasse' encourages the viewer to look outward not inward, thus supporting
Shuger's central thesis that 'early modern selfhood was not experienced reflexively but, as it were relationally' (Shuger 1999: 37) ; this mirror calls attention not so much to depth -'the internall members of our bodies' -but to the relations that may be detected on and through its surface. Hence, 'the early modern mirror functions according to an ontology of similitude rather than identity/difference; it reflects those whom one will or can resemble' (Shuger 1999: 37) in an interpersonal and interactive process of reflection. In Bowes' case, the relations are white, Western, elite and patriarchal; his 'looking glasse' is a 'technological marvel' in favour of but not (yet) consolidating 'depth ontology' (Miller 2010: 16) . In the twenty-first century,
The second part of the French academie's efforts to bring the 'looking glasse' and 'bodies' into dialogue with selfhood and identity also helps to explain how materiality, technology, epistemology and ontology, as we discuss below, are bound up with the semiotics and sensations of surfaces: selfhood, subjectivity and identity become known and understood, and materiality comes to be shaped and made actual, through particular visual technologies.
Evidently informed by contemporary discourses, Bowes' Elizabethan episode and its primary concern for the early modern Christian-humanist condition might seem far removed from contemporary theory, culture and society. However, as Bruno Latour (2010) (2000) words, 'the body and the machine, the virtual and the real, and nature and technology are inextricably implicated, always already interlaced' (2000: 11).
Clough expands this configuration of nature and technology through the example of television, arguing that television does not serve as an 'extension of the human body, […] maintaining the intentional knowing subject at its centre and as its agency.
Instead, television makes the subject only one element in a "network imagination"
of teletechnology' (2000: 99, references omitted). Clough's argument is made via an appreciation of how television is an integral and ongoing aspect of contemporary network imaginations; television is thoroughly embedded in the flow of social life.
Television invites that gaze. However, the television screen understood as a surface is a nuanced threshold for both folding in and excluding its audience in ways that chime with this special section's content. Jones attends clearly to the gendered and raced politics of labiaplasty; but she also cautions against it becoming the subject of a moral panic, tied especially to any collapse of the surface into the superficial (read, feminine: shallow, silly, artificial, oppressed). Instead, in ways that resonate with our earlier discussion of the emergence of the mirror as a surface, she proposes labiaplasty and cosmetic surgery more widely as 'allow[ing] for potential new forms of subjectivity to emerge: subjectivities that offer alternatives to Cartesian depth/surface binaries and offer new ways of being' (2017: XX). Marina's comments, for example, can be seen as 'a wish to exist in two-and three-dimensions, to be able to operate on more than one plane' (2017: XX). Moving between two-and three-dimensions is also key for Sarah Casey's artistic contribution to this special section (e.g. Figure 1 ). As part of her collaborative AHRC- 
IV. Reviewing surfaces now
The six contributions to this special section are bound by shared interests in objectivity, depth, movement, relationality and composition, and individually and collectively, these essays and artworks both illustrate and complicate Crary's (1990: 6) assertion that 'what determines vision at any given historical moment is not some deep structure, economic base, or world view, but rather the functioning of a collective assemblage of disparate parts on a single social surface'. As we hope we have begun to show, while the individual contributions are informed by different conceptual models, the special section suggests more generally that the study of surfaces is rhizomatic; it is an inherently interconnected and interdisciplinary network with no firm foundation or clear centre (Deleuze and Guattari 1987) . In this way, our identification of the significance of surfaces/surfacing to understanding vision today resonates with Martin Jay's comments on the pictorial turn in the 1990s; 'a heterotopic space without a single totalizing vantage point. The 'pictorial turn', like the 'linguistic turn' before it, shows itself to be richly varied and irreducible to one model ' (1996: 9) . By contrast to the continued oscillations of the dialectical exchange between subjects and objects, inside and outside, nature and culture then, we suggest that an attention to surfaces encourages alternative configurations of the technological and material conditions through which culture and society transforms, and of the ways in which social and cultural theory may fold into such transformations. In bringing the different approaches proposed by these original articles and artist videos into dialogue, the aim of the special section is to begin to co-ordinate what we see as some of the key conceptual framings of this emerging field of a turn to a surfacing of vision.
Indeed, responding to the 'paradigm shift' that Jay identifies in the 1990s through a recognition of the proliferation of images in contemporary culture and the displacement/replacement of a primarily linguistic model of understanding social life with a visual one, what we are suggesting with this special section is that there may be a further shift underway. What it examines is how surfaces are a productive way in which to understand the emergence of new and apparently boundless modes of visualisation, how a concern with surfaces may be understood topologically and relationally, the techniques through which vision becomes visible, or not, and the fusion between skin, screen and image. We suggest, therefore, that a contemporary concern with vision must take into account the specific techniques, conventions and practices via which vision and materiality are co-produced through surfaces/surfacing. We see such a project as necessarily concerned with politics and ethics: it draws attention to how images are produced, viewed and engaged (with), how actors or agencies are entangled and 'cut' (Barad 2007) , and the effects and affects of location, vision and/or observing technologies. 
